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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 3/25/08 
has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1-14 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

3. As the examiner has shown, steam generators are known to be implemented into 
washing machines. Nakamura shows such a device but is silent to the presence of a 
drain. However, drains are very common in steam generation for the purpose of 
allowing the contents of the chamber to be emptied. Additionally, some drains are 
known to prevent overfilling. Morton shows such a drain 40 in a steaming apparatus. 
Morton does not teach a siphon cap, however such devices are known in the art. Newly 
presented references of Edwards and Lund show siphon caps covering drain parts that 
allow the drainage of fluids to a level below the siphon cap. 

4. It is not clear in the applicant's claims what is meant by "a water supply level". 
This could refer to many things. It could be the location of the water supply port. It 
could also refer to the instantaneous level of supplied water, which is conditional. It 
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could also refer to the maximum height of supplied water. Furthermore, it is not clear 
what is meant by "drain water inside to a level below a water supply level". This could 
refer to draining the remaining water inside the container to a lower level. But it could 
also mean, as in the case of Morton, draining water inside the container to a lower level 
outside the container. Surely the water that is removed by drain 40 of Morton leaves a 
lower level in the vicinity of 36, which is lower than water supply parts 52 and 54. 

5. The applicant also claims in claim 3 that the siphon pipe is "arranged to be 
penetrated". However, the pictures do not show the pipe itself being penetrated by 
anything. The pictures do show the opposite, in that the pipe penetrates a bottom 
portion of the container. 

6. Additionally, as depicted in figure 4, the applicant's invention CANNOT drain all 
of the water from the container. It can only drain the water down to the bottom of the 
siphon cap. Therefore claims 10, 13, and 14 are not enabled. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

7. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

8. Claims 10, 13, 14 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. As depicted in figure 4, the applicant's invention CANNOT drain all of the 
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water from the container. It can only drain the water down to the bottom of the siphon 
cap. Therefore claims 10, 13, and 14 are not enabled because they claim draining 
"substantially all" of the water. However, the apparatus does not allow for this to occur. 

9. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

10. Claims 1-14 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. It is not clear in the applicant's claims what is meant by "a 
water supply level". This could refer to many things. It would be the location of the 
water supply port. It could also refer to the instantaneous level of supplied water, which 
is conditional. It could also refer to the maximum height of supplied water. 
Furthermore, it is not clear what is meant by "drain water inside to a level below a water 
supply level". This could refer to draining the remaining water inside the container to a 
lower level inside the container. But it could also mean draining water inside the 
container to a lower level (such as outside the container). 

1 1 . The applicant also claims in claim 3 that the siphon pipe is "arranged to be 
penetrated". However, the pictures do not show the pipe itself being penetrated by 
anything. The pictures do show the opposite, in that the pipe penetrates a bottom 
portion of the container. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

12. Claims 1 -2, 8-11,14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nakamura et al. in view of Morton. Nakamura et al. disclose a steam generator for 
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a washing machine comprising a heater 6. The generator exhausts steam into a drum. 
Nakamura et al. does not disclose that the container has a drain. Morton discloses a 
sealed humidifier (col. 3 lines 20 - 22) with a drainpipe 34 with exit 40. This pipe has an 
upper opening disposed in the container higher than the water level 28 and has a lower 
end 36 positioned outside the container. Water in the container that enters this exit, 
drains to a level below the upper inlet, specifically in the vicinity of 36, which is at the 
bottom. The drain operates when water is at a certain level, specifically a level higher 
than the exit 40. Morton's drainpipe operates like a siphon, with the water flowing from 
the higher opening out the lower opening and can therefore be considered a siphon 
pipe. It would have been obvious at the time of the invention, to modify the steam 
generator of Nakamura et al. and provide a sealed container with a drain, as taught by 
Morton, in order to prevent leaks yet allow for the removal of residual water. 
13. In regards to claims 10 and 14 it is well known that if it is desired to drain all fluid 
from a system, to locate the drain inlet at the bottom of a tank or receptacle, such as in 
a common sink. Gravity can be utilized to remove fluid without the addition of another 
device or power source. Thus, locating a drain inlet near the bottom is considered to be 
obvious to one skilled in the art for removing all of the contained fluid. Furthermore, 
altering the location of the drain exit 40 is nothing more than a rearrangement of parts, 
or a change in height of tubing 34, a cause effective variable. Rearrangement of parts 
was held to have been obvious. In re Japikse 86 USPQ 70 (CCPA 1955). It is well 
settled that determination of optimum values of cause effective variables such as height 
of drain tubing, is within the skill of one practicing the art. In re Boesch, 205 USPQ 215 
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(CCPA 1980). Thus, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to modify 
the location of the drain inlet, to allow for the removal of fluids to a desired level. 

14. Claims 3-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakamura et al. in view of Morton and further in view of Edwards or Lund. Neither 
Morton nor Nakamura et al. disclose a siphon cap covering a drainpipe. Edwards 
shows a sleeve or cap 1 1 covering a drainpipe 21 . Ribs 22 maintain a distance 
between the pipe and the sleeve. The top of the sleeve covers the siphon pipe. In 
action, the device pulls a siphon that allows water to drain below the level of the siphon 
cap. Lund shows a similar drain system. A pipe 5 is covered by a capping plate 6. 
This allows drainage to a level until air enters the system again. Thus, siphon caps 
covering drain pipes were known at the time of invention for automatic level control. In 
regards to claim 5, Morton discloses said features of a drainpipe as stated above. It 
would have been obvious at the time of the invention, to modify Nakamura et al. with the 
features of Morton, as stated above, and further include a siphon cap, as taught by 
Edwards and Lund, in order to provide automatic level control within the device. 

1 5. Claims 1 2-1 3 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakamura et al. in view of Morton and further in view of Babuin et al. or Kovich et al. 
Nakamura and Morton do not disclose a recirculation system. Recirculation systems 
are well known in laundry machines. Babuin discloses a recirculation pump 17 that 
circulates wash water back to the drum. Kovich discloses a recirculation system where 
pump 38 pumps wash liquid from the tub through conduit 74 back into the wash basket 
via a nozzle 78. Thus, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to modify 
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Nakamura in view of Morton, as stated above, and further include means for spraying 
exhausted water from the tub back into the laundry drum as shown by Babuin and 
Kovich. 

16. In regards to claims 1 3 it is well known that if it is desired to drain all fluid from a 
system, to locate the drain inlet at the bottom of a tank or receptacle, such as in a 
common sink. Gravity can be utilized to remove fluid without the addition of another 
device or power source. Thus, locating a drain inlet near the bottom is considered to be 
obvious to one skilled in the art for removing all of the contained fluid. Furthermore, 
altering the location of the drain exit 40 is nothing more than a rearrangement of parts, 
or a change in height of tubing 34, a cause effective variable. Rearrangement of parts 
was held to have been obvious. In re Japikse 86 USPQ 70 (CCPA 1955). It is well 
settled that determination of optimum values of cause effective variables such as height 
of drain tubing, is within the skill of one practicing the art. In re Boesch, 205 USPQ 215 
(CCPA 1980). Thus, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to modify 
the location of the drain inlet, to allow for the removal of fluids to a desired level. 
Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JASON HECKERT whose telephone number is 
(571)272-2702. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon. to Friday, 9:00 - 5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Barr can be reached on (571)272-1414. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Michael Barr/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 
Unit 1792 
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